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Understanding social exclusion
In recent decades, considerable attention has focused on social exclusion and its measurement. In the UK, the language of social exclusion featured strongly in New Labour's policy agenda, and tackling social exclusion remains a fundamental EU social policy objective. Indeed, the conceptual vocabulary of social exclusion remains closely associated with growing policy concerns around quality of life, well-being, and life satisfaction and happiness both in the UK (e.g. ONS, 2016; NEF, 2009; Donovan & Halpern, 2002) , and internationally (e.g. Eurostat, 2015; OECD, 2011; Layard, 2011; Stiglitz et al, 2009 ). Moreover, despite fundamental differences in perspectives on the causes of social exclusion and appropriate policy responses, a degree of consensus is nonetheless evident on its conceptual definition in UK academic and policy research.
Firstly, social exclusion refers to a process of being 'shut out' from social, economic, cultural, and political systems, and an enforced inability to participate in widely accepted social norms. Secondly, social exclusion is typically viewed as a dynamic process rather than as a static condition. Thirdly, social exclusion is a relationship, and not a material condition, characterized by powerlessness, denial of rights, and diminished citizenship (e.g. Burchardt et al., 1999 Burchardt et al., , 2002 Duffy, 1995; Gordon et al., 2000; Lister, 2004; Oppenheim, 1998; Room, 1995; Silver, 1997; Walker & Walker, 1997) . The negative personal impacts of exclusion are therefore key structural barriers to progress on the well-being agenda that has become increasingly influential in international policy thinking. Since
Since the election of the UK Coalition (now Conservative) Government in 2010, social exclusion has been de-prioritised as a direct focus of UK policy-making though it remains highly relevant to wider stated policy objectives on well-being, social mobility and quality of life. Tackling social exclusion remains a central plank of EU policy making, as reflected in the Europe 2020 strategy and associated targets. This policy response to social exclusion has been widely and effectively questioned in academic research due to its overemphasis on economic considerations and 'inclusion' through paid work rather than responding to a more multidimensional understanding of social exclusion and its wider effects, e.g. on social relations, wellbeing, and quality of life (Copeland & Daly, 2012; Mandipour et al., 2015) . Nevertheless, the empirical investigation of social exclusion remains an active agenda across Europe in diverse research settings including in understanding processes of neighbourhood exclusion (Weck & Lobato, 2015) , child and youth marginalisation (Thompson et al., 2014; Plenty & Jonsson, 2017) , sexual exploitation (Balfour, 2014) , mental health (Boardman, 2011) , digital exclusion (Martin et al., 2016 ) and many others. Moreover, the de-prioritisation of social exclusion as a focus for policy action in the UK contrasts with growing recognition in applied global poverty and development research of the multidimensional and relational nature of social disadvantage (e.g. Khan, 2012; Fischer, 2011; Popay et al., 2008; Saith, 2007) .
Nevertheless, the challenges involved in operationalising and measuring social exclusion remain substantial. Despite broad agreement on abstract conceptualisation, consensus on specific indicators and their interrelationship remains elusive. Despite important first steps in the development of cross-national indicators (e.g. Atkinson & Marlier, 2010; Stiglitz et al., 2009 ), the potential of survey microdata remains largely unfulfilled. A number of empirical approaches have been proposed drawing upon existing datasets such as the UK British Household Panel Survey (Burchardt et al., 1999 (Burchardt et al., , 2002 Barnes, 2005; Taylor et al., 2002) , and bespoke studies such as the 1999 Poverty and Social Exclusion survey (Levitas, 2006) . However, these early applications of the concept were often crude because of the limitations of existing surveys, under-developed theoretical foundations, and limited empirical validation. Subsequent work sought to address these problems with a view to operationalising social exclusion in the 2012 PSE-UK study. In reviewing of existing studies in this area, Levitas et al. (2007: 9) offer a working definition which informed subsequent UK Cabinet Office analysis:
Social exclusion is a complex and multi-dimensional process. It involves the lack or denial of resources, rights, goods and services, and the inability to participate in the normal relationships and activities, available to the majority of people in a society, whether in economic, social, cultural or political arenas. It affects both the quality of life of individuals and the equity and cohesion of society as a whole.
This definition informs our exploration here of public perspectives on social exclusion.
However, as Levitas and colleagues acknowledge, in practice, the abstract character of competing conceptual definitions often limits their practical utility. The qualitative work reported here therefore to inform subsequent survey measurement of social exclusion in the 2012 PSE-UK by examining public perspectives on this topic. In doing so, it seeks to ascertain using exploratory methods those items, activities and opportunities considered necessary by the UK public for people to be able to fully participate in society. Participants suggestions (as detailed in Table 1 (below), were then considered by the wider project team and most were incorporated within the PSE-UK mainstage survey (as shown in Table 1 ), and in subsequent operationalisation of the BSEM framework (e.g. Bailey et al., 2018). As described more fully below, addressing this agenda also involves wider consideration of public understandings and responses to the concept of social exclusion itself, what it means for people to be able to 'fully participate' in UK society today, and public perceptions of the triggers, drivers and risk factors associated with social exclusion -as well as its underpinning causes. Despite extensive commentary, academic debates in this area have rarely been informed by research on public perceptions on these issues, and in this paper, we therefore seek to begin to fill this gap by highlighting ways in which public understandings can inform academic and policy debates on the definition and measurement of social exclusion.
Public perceptions of social exclusion
Recent decades have seen growing recognition of the importance of involving poor citizens in research on poverty and exclusion using participatory methods (e.g. Beresford et al., 1999; Lister, 2002 Lister, , 2007 . These studies have considerably advanced understanding of the experience of poverty and its consequences from the perspectives of the 'real experts', people experiencing poverty. In contrast, comparable evidence on perceptions of social exclusion has been much more limited. Numerous qualitative studies document different aspects of the experience of multiple disadvantage for various populations at both individual and neighbourhood levels (see Pemberton et al., 2013 for a review). Nevertheless, this body of evidence is fragmented, lacks a clear conceptual focus on social exclusion as opposed to discrete instances or symptoms of marginalisation (e.g. homelessness, substance misuse, domestic abuse, social isolation, etc.). Much of this work has documented the experience of exclusion on the basis of researchers' operational definitions and perspectives (explicit or otherwise), rather than interrogating public perceptions of social exclusion.
A few studies have begun to chart this terrain from the perspective of people experiencing multiple disadvantage. Based on focus group discussions with residents and other stakeholders in 'deprived' neighbourhoods, Richardson and Le Grand (2002) reveal that participants tended to define social exclusion in terms of an inability to fully participate in the kinds of activities which are considered 'normal' (or at least widely approved) within the wider society. However, Flaherty's 2008 study reveals considerable ambivalence towards the concept of social exclusion amongst study participants identifying as experiencing poverty and exclusion. Participants were frequently bemused at being viewed as 'outside of the society of which they subjectively felt within' (Flaherty, 2008:129) . Whilst many participants experienced social exclusion, Flaherty argues that this was not a 'lived concept' with participants' own definitions emphasising disparate processes of extreme disadvantage (e.g. the homelessness, sexual exploitation, substance misuse) rather than more ubiquitous forms of everyday marginalisation.
Based on deliberative, focus group methods, the research reported here seeks to build on this emerging evidence. In contrast with the above studies which focus specifically on perceptions of social exclusion amongst populations experiencing marginalisation, the findings reported here examine the views of the UK public as a whole including both low-income and non-low income participants. In doing so we consider how participants understand the nature and causes of social exclusion, as well as its symptoms and consequences. For example, what (if anything) does the language of social exclusion mean to them? Do researchers' definitions and understandings accord with public perspectives? How, if at all, should the latter inform survey measurement?
Research methods
In this paper we draw on qualitative development work preparatory to the 2012 PSE-UK survey, comprising 14 focus group interviews involving 114 participants in five cities across all four nations comprising the UK. Separate groups were conducted with low-income, non-low income, and mixed-income samples, and groups were also stratified by household type, and minority ethnic status. Prior to attending these discussions, participants were asked to complete a recruitment survey collecting basic socio-demographic information, and a short open-format questionnaire on the living standards and social exclusion in the UK today intended to facilitate participants' engagement with these issues.
In all the groups, views were sought based on an initial exploratory discussion and through more structured subsequent tasks. We began by asking participants to comment on what it means to be able to fully participate in society, what if anything the term 'social exclusion' meant to them, and in what ways it might differ from poverty. Participants were then asked to consider a range of hypothetical scenarios or 'vignettes' intended to illuminate participants' decision-making and judgements. These vignettes encompassed different aspects of social exclusion including paid work, housing, social isolation, crime, and troubled personal histories (see Appendix). These vignettes were useful in comparing participants' responses to stimulus material, in highlighting tacit assumptions and perspectives, and in probing definitional boundaries and thresholds (i.e. how much is enough).
Research was conducted in two overlapping phases. Using brainstorming methods, in the Phase 1 (conducted separately for low and non-low income groups) participants were asked to suggest the kinds of disadvantages which make it difficult for people 'to fully participate in society and to enjoy the lifestyle, choices and opportunities available to most people in the UK today'. Drawing on these and other items, Phase 2 participants were then asked to deliberate on and classify items as 'essential', 'desirable' or 'luxuries' using card sort methods. Our intention here was to assess the extent to which a public consensus exists on the resources, activities and assets needed to avoid exclusion. Our expectation was that a wider consensus may exist where Phase 2 groups independently classify items and activities in ways consistent with findings from the more exploratory, Phase 1 groups. Nine 'exploratory' FDG interviews were undertaken using brainstorming methods (with XX participants) in Phase 1 of this project, and five 'confirmatory' FDG interviews (with XX participants) comprised Phase 2 of this work. The profile of all FDGs including participant characteristics and location is given in the Appendix.
Participant Understandings of Social Exclusion
Our discussions with participants revealed mixed comprehension and familiarity with the concept of social exclusion. Some participants recognised social exclusion to be part of the political lexicon of contemporary debates. Other responses indicated that social exclusion remains very much an abstract idea rather than a lived reality (in contrast experiences of poverty). Nevertheless, participant accounts reveal an awareness of the crux of the matter, a sense of being 'shut out' from norms of consumption, participation and quality of life. Whilst evidence on the structure of disadvantage remains sketchy, participants' accounts lend credence to a focus on social exclusion in exploring the interaction between material resources and societal participation and their impacts in shaping well-being and quality of life. Whilst these accounts reflect the multifaceted nature of exclusion, they also describe social exclusion and inclusion as qualitatively different states: there is no evidence here for a continuum of exclusion in the public consciousness.
Participants' accounts emphasised the centrality of exclusion from social relations, and how societal participation is constrained by a lack of resources (public and private). This was reflected in a focus on poor social and communication skills as a driver of social disconnection, and in wider concerns with being 'left out' or 'shut out' from social networks and norms of participation. Central to these accounts was a sense of psychological 'belonging' (and contributing) to some wider imagined community of place or purpose. A sense of contributing to society is understood broadly to include caring and volunteering, and not simply inclusion through paid work:
CPF RM: It means not fitting in really isn't it? If people don't fit in you feel socially excluded BRS1 RF: I think it's kind of a feeling that you are useful in society as well…like even if you're looking after children or if you're at work or if you're volunteering in certain things. It doesn't mean you have to have a high powered job…just feeling that you're part of something
Whilst many participants interpreted social exclusion quite literally to refer to isolation from personal networks and support, other responses conveyed wider narratives of misrecognition and injustices arising from class-based structural inequalities. Participant's accounts also emphasised discrimination as a key driver of exclusion and the multiple disadvantages that people face not only because of discriminatory practices and misrecognition quite aside from constrained material resources. Other accounts drew upon public representations of racialized disadvantage and the 'underclass' including area-based stigma and its connections with neighbourhood deprivation. Whilst a sense of community and of belonging were often integral to participants' accounts, being labelled with the stigma of belonging to the 'wrong' neighbourhood was also viewed as curtailing choices and opportunities: Whilst participants' accounts emphasised the overlapping nature of vulnerability to poverty and social exclusion, participants also drew a conceptual distinction between social exclusion and poverty. Social exclusion was typically viewed as incorporating a broader range of social disadvantages than income-based understandings of poverty.
BRS2: [It's] nothing to do necessarily with how much money you have. You can be excluded from activities because through race or through gender or if you're disabled…You have lots of money but you could be like a lonely old woman stuck in her flat with like no family or anything

Participant Perspectives on Social Exclusion Indicators
Views were also sought on the kinds of disadvantages which make it difficult for people to fully participate in society. However, in practice groups actively and without prompting reinterpreted the task by focusing on positive indicators of inclusion in the UK today. The items suggested by participants in the nine Phase One mostly commanded broad agreement and are summarised in Table 1 (below) . We present participants' suggestions across each of the ten BSEM themes, indicating where subsequent survey data collection provides full or partial topic coverage on this theme. Table 1 therefore provides a summary of the degree of overlap in topic coverage across quantitative and qualitative data collection in the 2012 PSE-UK project. Overall, the 2012 PSE-UK survey provides good topic coverage across most of the themes and suggestions identified by FDG participants. However, some of the soft or more subjective suggestions (e.g. relating to shared 'values', 'healthy' spiritual life, or sense of 'belonging') can be difficult and/or time consuming to operationalize in a survey context. In general (and acknowledging overlaps in classification across BSEM themes), these suggestions emphasise the importance of good quality, accessible services in sustaining communities. In addition to material resources, social networks and contact are also emphasised in participants' suggestions, along with the importance of livelihood -though the quality of paid work is emphasised here as much as being in work.
Participants make no clear distinction here between predictors or 'risk markers', and indicators of exclusion. Moreover, these accounts reflect a concern both with individual-level measures of exclusion, and access to collective resources, provision and entitlements. In this sense at least, participants' perspectives reflected an understanding of social exclusion as arising from the maldistribution of resources and opportunities, and not simply as a characteristic of 'the excluded' themselves -but as we shall see attributions of responsibility here are complex. 
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